
To: 
From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Seligman, Andrew[Seligman.Andrew@epa.gov] 
Shamet, Stefania 
Mon 2/2/2015 6:42:44 PM 
RE: draft Aqueduct letter 

From: Seligman, Andrew 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 1:39PM 
To: Shamet, Stefania; Capacasa, Jon; McGuigan, David 
Cc: Field, Stephen; Garvin, Shawn; Scalia, Kim 
Subject: RE: draft Aqueduct letter 

"The Wind and Waves are always on the side of the ablest Navigators" 

Edward Gibbon, English Historian 1734-1794 

"There is no education like adversity" 
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Benjamin Disraeli, British Prime Minister 

From: Shamet, Stefania 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 1:38PM 
To: Capacasa, Jon; McGuigan, David; Seligman, Andrew 
Cc: Field, Stephen; Garvin, Shawn 
Subject: RE: draft Aqueduct letter 

From: Capacasa, Jon 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 12:59 PM 
To: Shamet, Stefania; McGuigan, David; Seligman, Andrew 
Cc: Field, Stephen 
Subject: RE: draft Aqueduct letter 

I gave Shawn a mini briefing on this today and he is aware and OK assuming DDOE doesn't 
raise major issues tomorrow. 

From: Shamet, Stefania 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 11:32 AM 
To: McGuigan, David; Seligman, Andrew; Capacasa, Jon 
Cc: Field, Stephen 
Subject: RE: draft Aqueduct letter 
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From: McGuigan, David 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 11:26 AM 
To: Shamet, Stefania; Seligman, Andrew; Capacasa, Jon 
Cc: Field, Stephen 
Subject: RE: draft Aqueduct letter 

From: Shamet, Stefania 
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2015 4:54PM 
To: McGuigan, David; Seligman, Andrew; Capacasa, Jon 
Cc: Field, Stephen 
Subject: Re: draft Aqueduct letter 

Are you sure you don't want to keep the first two? I would think DCDOE would want 
their efforts acknowledged. (Agree with the second two-- I needed to vent, I think) 
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From: McGuigan, David 
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2015 3:59PM 
To: Seligman, Andrew; Shamet, Stefania; Capacasa, Jon 
Cc: Field, Stephen 
Subject: RE: draft Aqueduct letter 

On November 28,2014, DCDOE informed the Aqaeduct that DCDOE desired to send 
inspectors to observe the bypass discharge, and the Aquedact notified DCDOE that it intended to 
commence the bypass discharge of Basin 2 on November 30. On December 2, 2014, DCDOE 
notified EPA that its observations of the discharge raised concerns and recommended that the 
bypass discharge be saspended. The '\Vashington Aqaeduct agreed to saspend the discharge and 
promptly did so. Based upon recommendations by DCDOE, the Washington Aqueduct agreed to 
increase the ammmt of 'vvater used to flush the discharge from Basin 2 and to collect samples of 
the discharge and analyze them for TSS. The 'Washington Aqaeduct also provided an estimate 
of the amount of sediment in the basins. The bypass discharges from Basin 2 'vvere completed in 
late December 2014. 

On Janaary 12, 2015, the '.Vashington Aqaeduct notified DCDOE that it intended to 
commence the bypass discharge from Basin 1 throagh Oatfall 004 on January 13, 2015. Shortly 
after the discharge commenced, DCDOE requested that it be suspended, and the \Vashington 
Aquedact agreed. In a series of telephone calls and emails and by letter dated Janaary 27, 2015, 
DCDOE raised concerns aboat the concentration of solids in the discharge and provided 
recommendations. 

DCDOE's Janaary 27, 2015letter appears to contain a namber of misconceptions. For 
example, certain statements in DCDOE's letter appears to assame that the bypass discharge 
includes 100% of all solids introduced into the basin for the past tv10 years. That appears to be 
incorrect. The Washington Aqueduct represents that during the past t'No year period, a dredge 
'vvas operated and v1as partially removing solids from the basins. Consequently, according to the 
Washington Aquedact, the solids in the basin do not represent 100% of all solids introduced into 
the basin for the past tv10 years. In addition, certain statements in DCDOE's letter appear to 
reflect confusion regarding the concept of bypass. A bypass by definition is a diversion from 
installed treatment. The bypass provision is a standard permit condition (see 40 C.F.R. 
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§ 122.4l(m)) that may take into account emergency conditions that may caase permit non 
compliance under certain, very limited conditions. 1.Vhere the permittee has soaght and received 
approval for an anticipated bypass, there is no permit violation. 

Nevertheless, DCDOE has raised valid 'vvater quality concerns and identified 'tvays in 
v;hich v;ater quality may be farther protected daring the bypass discharge. EPA appreciates 
DCDOE's efforts to protect \Vater quality in the District ofColambia. 

For the reasons set forth in EPA's November 10, 2014letter and after further consultation 
with the Army Corps and DC DOE, EPA determines that the requirements ... 

What do you think? 

David 

From: Seligman, Andrew 
Sent: Friday, January 30, 2015 3:23PM 
To: Shamet, Stefania; McGuigan, David; Capacasa, Jon 
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Cc: Field, Stephen 
Subject: RE: draft Aqueduct letter 

"The Wind and Waves are always on the side of the ablest Navigators" 

Edward Gibbon, English Historian 1734-1794 

"There is no education like adversity" 

Benjamin Disraeli, British Prime Minister 

From: Shamet, Stefania 

ED_001295_00001602-00006 



Sent: Friday, January 30,2015 3:14PM 
To: Seligman, Andrew; McGuigan, David; Capacasa, Jon 
Cc: Field, Stephen 
Subject: draft Aqueduct letter 

Attached is a draft of the Aqueduct letter. I've sent just the bullets to Tom to make sure I've 
captured things correctly. 

Andrew- Please review the letter and PLEASE double-check the dates (esp. the 2014/2015 
dates) and make sure I've captured the back-and-forth accurately. 

Tom says we can send on Monday, so let's plan on that. 

We also need to respond to DCDOE's January 27letter. I would suggest that Jon prepare a short 
cover email to DCDOE thanking them for their letter and forwarding this letter as our response. 
But defer to you. 

Jon/Dave- Note the following three paragraphs and make sure you are ole 

On January 12,2015, the Washington Aqueduct notified DCDOE that it intended to 
commence the bypass discharge from Basin 1 through Outfall 004 on January 13, 2015. Shortly 
after the discharge commenced, DCDOE requested that it be suspended, and the Washington 
Aqueduct agreed. In a series of telephone calls and emails and by letter dated January 27,2015, 
DCDOE raised concerns about the concentration of solids in the discharge and provided 
recommendations. 

DCDOE's January 27, 2015letter appears to contain a number of misconceptions. For 
example, certain statements in DCDOE's letter appears to assume that the bypass discharge 
includes 100% of all solids introduced into the basin for the past two years. That appears to be 
incorrect. The Washington Aqueduct represents that during the past two-year period, a dredge 
was operated and was partially removing solids from the basins. Consequently, according to the 
Washington Aqueduct, the solids in the basin do not represent 100% of all solids introduced into 
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the basin for the past two years. In addition, certain statements in DCDOE's letter appear to 
reflect confusion regarding the concept of bypass. A bypass by definition is a diversion from 
installed treatment. The bypass provision is a standard permit condition (see 40 C.F.R. 

§ 122.4l(m)) that may take into account emergency conditions that may cause permit non
compliance under certain, very limited conditions. Where the permittee has sought and received 
approval for an anticipated bypass, there is no permit violation. 

Nevertheless, DCDOE has raised valid water quality concerns and identified ways in 
which water quality may be further protected during the bypass discharge. EPA appreciates 
DCDOE' s efforts to protect water quality in the District of Columbia. 
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